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The introduction of the 'greater city' form of municipal
organization in 1924-25 makes the pre-1925 evolution of metro-
politan government in Brisbane of more than usual interest to
those concerned with the development of local administration in
Australia. The existence of a 'Greater' Brisbane City Council poses
questions concerning both the evolution and character of the
system of municipal government it superseded and the reasons for
radical change. This article suggests answers to some of these
questions by relating the development of municipal government
in Brisbane to the growth of the city and analysing its organization,
structure, operation, and weaknesses and the relationships between
the local authorities and the central government.
THE BACKGROUND TO MUNICIPAL DEVELOPMENT
IN BRISBANE
Although originally founded as a convict settlement in 1824,
Brisbane soon became the port and administrative centre of a vast
pastoral district, stretching from the Tweed River to Port Curtis
and west to the Maranoa River, after the Moreton Bay District
was thrown open to free settlement in 1843. Moreover, it shared
with Ipswich the profits derived from supplying the many pastoral
runs with provisions and equipment. The town grew in sympathy
with the pastoral economy. By the time Queensland was separated
from New South Wales at the end of 1859, it had a population of
about 5,000. By that time, too, the Brisbane Municipal Council,
constituted a few months earlier, had already set about the
immense task of making a frontier town worthy of its exalted
position as colonial capital. Shortly afterwards, the financial crisis
of 1866 depressed the economy, beggared the municipal treasury
and retarded the growth of the city. But the discovery of gold at
Gympie in 1867 initiated a general economic recovery which was
eventually reflected in a revival of Brisbane's fortunes.
As the intake of migrants rapidly increased and the inflow
of British capital swelled to flood proportions, economic activity
in Queensland haltingly increased to boom level during the 1880s1.
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The rapidly expanding pastoral industry continued to be the most
noticeable feature of economic growth, though heavy investment in
railway construction and residential building was of increasing
importance. But the discovery and exploitation of a string of rich
goldfields, spurts of profitable base metal mining and the vigorous
development of the sugar industry diversified the economy to some
extent and added a new dimension to economic growth. Conditions
were ideal for urban expansion. Fed by extensive immigration,
Brisbane grew from a town of 26,000 persons in 1871 to a city of
103,000 inhabitants by 1891. It is not surprising therefore, that
urban settlement had begun beyond the municipal boundaries by
the close of the 1870s and that residential building became
Brisbane's most important economic activity. Suburbs sprang up
on all sides and new local authorities were created to govern them.
The skyline of the 'inner city' area was also re-drawn as large and
pretentious administrative, commercial and financial buildings were
constru.cted, reflecting the burgeoning of the public service, the
professlons, commerce and banking, and the optimism of the times.
R~sing levels of investment and consumer demand, in particular,
stlmulated wholesale and retail trading and encouraged the growth
of manufacturing in the city.
A whole range of local bodies and authorities emerged to provide
the services and amenities required by the mushrooming metropolis
- properly constructed and maintained streets and bridges; sale-
yards, markets, parks and baths; health services; water and gas
supply; transport facilities; traffic control and fire protection.
Meanwhile, the increasing social awareness of the people of Brisbane
was demonstrated by the development of educational facilities the
growing complexity of political organization, the size and infldence
of the churches, the multiplicity of societies, clubs and associations,
the fecundity of the Press, the vigour of public debate and the
extent of the interest in cultural and scientific activities.'
The depression of the early 1890s had important therapeutic
effects on both the economy and society of Queensland. The
specula~ion :vhich. h.ad flourish~d in pastoral assets, mining, land
and reSIdential bUlldmg was rapIdly and ruthlessly eradicated, while
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the structural maladjustments which had developed in the course
of the boom were gradually rectified during the long period of
reconstruction and recovery. After painful reorganization, a
chastened, drought-afflicted pastoral industry adopted better
management methods and less costly and more profitable forms
of investment. The building industry also stabilized at a more
realistic level, once excess capacity had been taken up. Financial
stringency also ensured that public works, and especially railway
construction, were pruned and greater emphasis placed on earning
capacity or social utility. Moreover, the Government was made
acutely aware of the need for a diversified economy. Consequently,
more sympathetic policies towards pastoralists were combined with
measures to promote closer pastoral and agricultural settlement and
the development of new export industries2.
In the event, a revival of mining and sugar production, the
development of the frozen meat trade and commercial dairying, a
gradual expansion of general agriculture and the resilience of
manufacturing induced recovery and contributed towards the
achievement of the kind of stability which promoted further growth.
And apart from a dramatic decline in mineral production from
about 1910, Queensland's economic growth continued along the
general lines laid down in the 1890s. Eventually, in a post-war
situation in which world markets for minerals, sugar, dairy produce
and frozen meat came to be over-supplied, wool emerged as the
most stable and profitable of the primary products and government
efforts were directed towards the stabilization of primary produce
marketing. Manufacturing, by contrast, was for the most part left
to fend for itself and its rate of growth, though impressive, lagged
seriously behind that of the main southern stateS3.
The immediate effects of the depression of the 1890s in Brisbane
were catastrophic. The financial system of the city and colony
virtually collapsed in a plethora of bank closures and land and
mortgage company failures. Residential construction, and most
other building and construction work, practically ceased. The level
of business activity declined steeply, personal incomes fell, and
unemployment snowballed. Land valuations were particularly hard-
hit, and, with them, the financial resources and works programmes
of metropolitan local authorities. But the early resurgence of
mining, sugar production, and the development of frozen meat
exports had begun to stimulate commercial and industrial activity
in the city by 1895. Subsequently, unemployment declined and
business pessimism began slowly to disappear. Manufacturing
expanded vigorously, and even building revived, though at a much
lower level. Paradoxically, quite important civic amenities were
extended, provided, or initiated during the 'nineties. The storm
water drainage system for the inner city was completed; the
Board of Water Works tapped the water resources of the Brisbane
River and expanded its distribution system; the Brisbane Municipal
Council paved the main streets of the commercial heart of the city
with wood blocks and the South Brisbane Municipal Council
improved its wharfage complex by erecting a costly cold storage
plant; while private companies, operating under franchises, had
begun to electrify and extend the tramways, and to provide
electricity for the city.
Queensland Heritage Page Thirteen
By the end of the 1890.s Brisbane w~s once more grow~ng
rapidly. Its population had mcreased by mneteen per cent durmg
the decade. Metropolitan population rose by another eighteen per
cent in the next ten years and by fifty-one per cent between 1911
and 1921. This demographic expansion stemmed primarily from
the growth of the Queensland economy, though based more
immediately on the expansion of government and professio~al
services building and construction, transport, commerce, bankmg
and ins~rance and manufacturing within Brisbane itself. It was
reflected in the suburban sprawl of the city, in the maze of streets,
in the enlargement of the water supply scheme and the initiati?n of
a sewerage project, in the completion of the su~urb.an ra~lway
system and the extension of the tramway netwo~k Wlth Its anCIllary
omnibus services. It necessitated the expanSIOn of gas supply
undertakings and the development of electricity production and
distribution and increased the need for traffic control and fire
protection. 'Similarly, the construction of storm water drainage
schemes in the suburbs, the complexity and urgency of public
health problems, the need for parks and recreational facilities, and
the provision of markets, saleyards and wharfage facilities under-
lined the impact of population growth on civic activities. In short,
the growth of the city created an accumulating demand for the
works and services supplied by municipal authorities and other
local bodies. Consequently, both the functions and competence of
municipal· authorities grew, while new local bodies were created
and the size and operations of others expanded.
This new stage of metropolitan growth was also manifest in the
multiplication of shops, warehouses, banks, insurance offices,
produce stores, in the increasing number of impressive public
buildings, in the extension of the port, in construction of more
elaborate factories, and, most of all, in the expansion of housing.
It was, too, reflected in the growth of church activities, the
extension of primary school facilities, the development of secondary
schools, the creation of a scheme for technical education, and the
establishment of a university; and in many other spheres.
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Above: Brisbane from the Observatory looking towards Kangaroo Point,
1861.
Top right: The same, looking towards South Brisbane.
Bottom right: Same view as top right, 1922.
(Oxley Memorial Library)
Unemployment and depression had also led to new political align-
ments, stirred the social conscience and quickened the movement
seeking social justice for all. In spite of the persistence of
puritanical Victorian attitudes and of laissez faire prejudices, the
Government was constrained to intervene increasingly on behalf of
the under-privileged. This new social awareness is seen at the
municipal level in the growing emphasis on public health, in the
rising level of demand for civic amenities, and, negatively, in the
mounting costs of local government.
THE EVOLUTION OF A METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT
SYSTEM4
The sixty-five years of municipal development which began in
1859 naturally fall into two segments. During the first two decades
( 1859-79), while it remained a relatively small provincial centre,
Brisbane was administered by a single municipal council. This was
a highly experimental period of local government in which
traditional British institutions and practices were acclimatized to
general Queensland conditions and adapted, changed or extended
to meet the needs of civic administration in Brisbane and other
towns in the Colony. It was a particularly important period in
the development of metropolitan government since the principles of
government adopted by the Brisbane Municipal Council, its
administrative procedures, departmental organization, and technical
practices and innovations, were later used as models by the suburban
local authorities. It was during these years, too, that the habit of
relying on ad hoc bodies - the Brisbane Board of Water Works,
the Brisbane Gas Company, the Brisbane Fire Brigade Board and
various boards of trustees - to administer the large public utilities,
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such as water and gas supply and fire protection, and to provide
metropolitan amenities like cemeteries and parks, developed. These
precedents were frequently followed in later years.
But even before the close of the second decade problems of
local administration posed by the flow of urban settlement beyond
the municipal boundaries underlined the wisdom of providing a
flexible method of adjusting metropolitan government to the ever-
changing needs of a burgeoning city. In the event, expediency and
self-interest, rather than foresight, determined the response of both
government and citizens. The possibility of successive extensions
of the boundaries of the Brisbane municipality to accord with urban
expansion, though canvasseds, was finally ignored, and free rein
given to the nineteenth century fetish of 'local self-determination'.
The Government itself set the succeeding pattern of multiple metro-
politan municipal authorities by constituting an encircling ring of
eight divisions around the central municipality in 1880. Once
begun, the process was carried to extremes by the ratepayers, who
insisted on the fragmentation of these far from large, or effective,
local bodies into more or less petty authorities, lacking the
resources, expertise and prestige essential for effective local
government6 • By the end of 1891 no fewer than twenty-one of
these bodies were operating in the metropolitan area.
Despite their number they did not provide a complete system of
metropolitan government. It became necessary to constitute joint
local authorities to perform works and to provide services involving
more than one municipal area7, and expedient to set up ad hoc
bodies, such as the Brisbane Board of Water Works, the Brisbane
Gas Company and cemetery trusts, to operate important city-wide
utilities and services. Furthermore, some local functions, such as
traffic control, fish marketing, main road construction and port
development and administration, were placed in the hands of state
government departments. Thus at the end of 1924, besides the
twenty 'traditional' metropolitan local authorities still in existence,
there were some nine joint local authorities, tweny-one ad hoc
bodies and four state government departments directly responsible
for local works and services in the city.
The first concern of municipal legislation had been to ensure
that the early experimental enactments provided adequate statutory
support for local authorities. Amendments, such as the revised
municipal code of 1864, and ancillary local legislation such as the
Health Act of 1872 and the Municipal Endowments Act of 1876,
were designed to adapt local government legislation more fully to
Queensland's needs and conditions and to rectify defects and
omissions in existing statutes. But increasingly both the speed and
direction of legislative innovation were dictated by rural and urban
growth, by scientific advances in fields such as medicine and
sanitation, and technical innovations in engineering, transport.
planning and industry. New egalitarian forces within the social
and political life of the State were also reflected in municipal
legislation. Thus, on the one hand, the structure, functions and
powers of local authorities were expanded and their financial
resources increased; on the other, the control of the ratepayers,
or electors, and the supervision of the central authority, over their
operation were tightened. Perhaps the most notable feature of
municipal legislation, especially once the Labour Party became an
effective political force after the turn of the century, was the
democratization of local government. It is noticeable first in
provisions containing the principles of 'initiative', 'referendum' and
'recall'; but it is also manifest in Labour's insistence on the
municipalization of civic utilities on adult franchise and one-man-
one-vote in local government elections, on the election of the
Mayor directly by the electors as a whole, and on triennial municipal
elections.
These forces, aided and abetted by the central government's
desire to shift the burden of district administration and public
works and services to local shoulders, finally led to the enactment
of the Local Government Act of 1878 and the Divisional Boards
Act of 1879. This amounted to the development of parallel streams
of local government law - the relatively complex and sophisticated
Local Government Acts catering for the needs of essentially urban
areas and the simpler Divisional Boards Act for rural districts.
However, as the Divisional Boards demonstrated a capacity for
local administration and as urbanization and closer settlement
proceeded in many parts of Queensland, amendments remade the
Divisional Boards legislation in the image of the Local Government
Acts. Indeed, the differences between the two codes became so
slight that the Local Government Commission of 1896 strongly
recommended their amalgamation into a single, consolidated and
revised code, providing for a state-wide system of local authorities
classified into town and shires6. Consequently, although frequently
and substantially amended, the Health Act of 1900 and the Local
Authorities Act of 1902 constituted the core of the municipal
legislation under which metropolitan local authorities operated until
1925. However, as already indicated, special legislation had
also created a complex of subsidiary joint local authorities and
ad hoc authorities of various kinds. The 1878 and 1879 Acts were
a positive expression of the Government's desire to extend local
government to most of the Colony. The suburban part of Brisbane
was divided into eight divisions, but almost immediately some of
the more urbanized areas applied for incorporation as boroughs, or
shires, under the Local Government Act9. During the ensuing
decade, as ratepayers asserted their 'right' to self-determination,
these suburban local authorities were fragmented into smaller areas;
the urbanized segments usually choosing incorporation under the
more complex Local Government Acts. So universal was the desire
for local control that South Ward was split off the Municipality of
Brisbane to form part of the new Municipality of South Brisbane.
Thus by 1891 there were three Municipalities, four shires and
fourteen divisions in the metropolitan area, and, apart from the
amalgamation of the Booroodabin Division with the Municipality of
Brisbane in 190310 and some alterations in classification under the
Local Authorities Act of 1902, these local authorities constituted
the 'traditional' local government skeleton of metropolitan
government until 1925.
The joint local authorities and the ad hoc bodies were also
integral parts of the 'anatomy' of city government. Joint local
authorities were of two main kinds: the simple 'boundary bridge
or ferry' type, usually composed of two or three neighbouring local
authorities; and the 'city service' variety which more often repre-
sented all metropolitan local authorities. The former, to which
specific and limited responsibilities were delegated appropriate to
their simple administrative structure, usually functioned satisfac-
torily. But, despite the fact that the 'city service' joint authorities
were usually only responsible for a single community service, such
as public health, they seldom worked either smoothly or efficiently
because the component local authorities resented their relatively
independent authority and resisted any proposals which might have
proved costlyl1. Ad hoc bodies ranged from the Metropolitan Water
Supply and Sewerage Board, the Fire Brigade Board, the Tramway
Trust and the Brisbane and South Coast Hospitals Board, over
which the citizens, or the local authorities exercised some control,
to government departments charged with local duties, such as
traffic control, and fish marketing, and private companies supplying
gas and electricity or operating tramways under franchise. Most
carried out their functions reasonably satisfactorily, but they were
generally out of character with local government in its fullest sense
and their operations militated against integrated, efficient and
economical metropolitan government as a whole 12.
The 'politics' of local government changed little for more than
fifty years. A proportion of the Aldermen or Councillors were
elected annually on a ratepayer franchise with provision for plural
voting to give 'due' weight to property, while the Mayor or
Chairman was elected annually to office by his fellow Aldermen
or Councillors. Candidates stood for election as individuals, or
occasionally as members of a municipal clique, appealing more often
to the pockets than to the comfort or civic pride of the ratepayers.
The Labour Party altered all this in 1920 after a long, bitter struggle
with the Legislative Council. Henceforth adult franchise and
one-man-one-vote operated universally in local government elections
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and voting was compulsory. Moreover, the Mayor was elected
directly by the electors and the life of each council was three
yearS13. As anticipated these reforms opened metropolitan govern-
ment to party politics with its policy platforms, organized election
campaigns and group commitment. The new system paid bonuses
in the form of greater public interest in municipal affairs and
specific programmes of civic improvements and reform.
The Brisbane Municipal Council pioneered the use of committees
in municipal administration in Brisbane. It also evolved the
administrative practices and organization which later characterized
metropolitan government as a whole. Committees became the
cornerstone of local administration; their number and character
usually depending on the extent of urban settlement within the
local government area. They did a good deal of the routine work
of the Council and played a crucial role in the formulation of
municiflal policy, such as it was, and had co-ordinate powers with
the Mayor, or Chairman, in its implementation 14. The Mayor, or
Chairman, was clearly head of the administration or executive,
though he invariably shared his responsibilities with the committees;
his actual authority was largely dependent on the play of person-
alities. However, smooth and efficient local administration
depended, and was increasingly seen to depend, on the use of
skilled, experienced staff and on the evolution of an adequate
permanent administrative machine. Initially, these needs were met
by the appointment of competent officers - a clerk, an engineer
and a sanitary inspector - but departments soon developed around
these key officials in the larger metropolitan authorities as the scope
of their operations widened. Indeed, in the case of Brisbane and
South Brisbane, sub-departments emerged and in practice assumed
the status of independent departments. The Clerk was a
particularly important officer, who was generally recognized as
permanent head of the municipal staff and chief administrative
officer of the Councills. As the responsibilities of municipal
officers grew so also did the pressure for recognition of their status,
for the adoption of minimal standards of competency, and for
commensurate salaries and working conditions. All these demands
had been conceded by the early 1920S16.
By contrast, the character, administrative practices and
organizational structure of the ad hoc authorities varied consider-
ably. At one extreme were the partially representative bodies, such
as the Metropolitan Water Supply and Sewerage Board, the Fire
Brigade Board and the Tramway Trust, which, for the most part,
upheld the tradition for integrity and efficiency of the statutory
authority; at the other, the private gas, electricity and tramway
companies which operated their undertakings on purely commercial
lines, subject only to the limitations imposed by special enabling
legislation. In between were the nominee trusts and the govern-
ment departments only indirectly responsible to the citizens for the
exercise of local functions and often subject to direct government
controlI 7.
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CENTRAL-LOCAL GOVERNMENT RELATIONSHIPS
Metropolitan local authorities were the creatures of the central
government. They were constituted in accordance with the
provisions of Parliamentary statutes, from which they derived their
powers, and they performed functions delegated to them by the
central authority. But the experimental and elementary nature of
the early local government legislation left wide areas of contact
between the Government and the Brisbane Municipal Council
unregulated and ill-defined and time was needed to determine
customary relationships between them. In the meantime newness
and lack of experience encouraged mutual suspicion and jealousy
and rendered both bodies sensitive to any real or imagined attack
on their status, while the intensity of country-city rivalry made the
country-dominated Government unsympathetic to Brisbane's
aspirations. Unfortunately, these anti-metropolitan attitudes were
magnified by the readiness of city politicians to use municipal
offices or affairs to attack the Government and its members, and
by the clash of personalities in the two levels of government. The
very limited role the Government envisaged for local authorities
and the transfer of local functions, such as water supply, gas supply
and fire protection, to ad hoc bodies certainly embittered the early
relationships between the Government and the Brisbane Municipal
Council18.
As local government law became more precise and usage laid
down a tacit code of customary relationships, and as experience
infused public life with some maturity of outlook, the asperity
which characterized early relationships between city and central
authorities moderated and the co-operative aspects, formerly
shrouded by conflict and disputation, came to the fore. Misunder-
standing still occasionally arose out of the different points of view
inherent in the two spheres of government - the national and the
local - but partnership and collaboration in government became
more evident at every level of contact. Indeed, without it local
government would have been virtually impossible. Nevertheless
the passion for local independence ensured that metropolitan local
authorities continued to be status-conscious and to resist any
encroachments of the central government on their local preserve19,
In particular, they resented the erosion of their powers and
functions either through the creation of ad hoc bodies for local
purposes or by the intrusion of government departments into
municipal affairs. Perhaps the most necessary and notable feature
of central-local relationships, and one of the most fertile sources
of misunderstandings and contention, was the widening area and
growing stringency of central supervision of local activities. It was
particularly marked in the case of public health but was also
apparent in other areas of local government.
Lack of funds was the achilles heel of metropolitan government.
At no time were the financial resources of Brisbane's local
authorities large enough to enable them fully to exercise the powers
or to carry out the functions entrusted to them2o. Moreover, since
local rating, government endowment payments to local authorities
and local borrowing powers were tied directly or indirectly to real
property values; municipal revenues were extremely sensitive to
fluctuations in economic activity, thus compounding the problems
of municipal finance at times of economic stagnation. It is not
surprising, therefore, that metropolitan local authorities repeatedly
sought assistance from the Government in the form of subsidies or
endowments and through a more liberal provision of loan funds.
Indeed, 'financial impotency' often introduced a sense of
frustration, if not of injustice, into the relationships between
metropolitan and central authorities which found expression in
protests against the exemption of government, church, educational
and charitable properties from local rating and in demands for
additional sources of municipal revenue, such as an extension of
local licencing, or the taxing of personal property or income by
municipal authorities21.
Faced with equally vexing financial problems of its own the
Government was frequently unable or unwilling to help. Even when
assistance was given in times of prosperity, it was invariably
insufficient to close the gap between functions and finance. Part
of the difficulty was due to the community's objections to direct
taxation of any kind. Higher rates and charges for local services
could doubtless have been paid had the citizens considered civic
improvements and services important enough to warrant them. In
practice, to a frontier society which had experienced, and was still
experiencing in many parts of the Colony, a primitive way of life,
the 'refinements' of urban living seemed more like luxuries than
urgent necessities. Consequently, high quality streets,gppd
sanitation and drainage, proper health services, parks and gardens,
street lighting, efficient street transport, sewerage and town
planning, only became 'desirable' civic projects as metropolitan
life lost its 'frontier' quality. In any case, the local authorities and
ad hoc bodies had virtually to create all the civic amenities and
services of urban existence, and, in view of the serious limitations
on their financial resources, it was manifestly impossible for them
to provide these all at once.
WEAKNESSES OF THE METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT
SYSTEM
During the early years the Brisbane Municipal Council was
therefore primarily concerned with basic civic tasks, such as
'making' the streets, bridging the river and operating efficient
ferry services, securing a reliable water supply, undertaking
primitive drainage works, providing basic municipal amenities, a
market, saleyards and a fire brigade, and erecting a symbol of
municipal government in the form of an imposing town halb. It
had neither the human nor the financial resources needed to under-
take other projects. A systematic approach to storm water
drainage was not possible until the Government provided the
requisite funds and expertise. The Government had virtually to
force the Council to give continuous and serious attention to the
care of public health. Indeed, the transfer of local functions to
ad hoc authorities was not only a reflection of the Government's
sensitivity to and jealousy of a potential competitor in government,
and of its lack of confidence in the inexperienced Brisbane
Municipal Council, but also an acknowledgement of the limited
powers and funds possessed by the Council. The use of ad hoc
authorities was not the only solution which might have been
adopted for the 'metropolitan' problem23 , and, by eroding the
effectiveness and prestige of metropolitan government, it proved
unsatisfactory in the long run. But it did allow services and
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facilities to be provided which went beyond the ordinary powers
and resources of the Brisbane Municipal Council.
The scope of the financial resources available to metropolitan
municipal authorities was later slightly widened and the potential
yield from their ordinary sources of revenue, especially from rating
and loans24, increased substantially, but so also were the functions
they were expected to carry out. Consequently, disparity between
functions and finance continued to hamper their operation and
partly to justify the creation of new ad hoc authorities for local
purposes and the transfer of local functions to central government
departments. Better roads, more parks and recreational amenities,
storm water drainage, acceptable health services, efficient markets,
and wharfage facilities were provided by the central metropolitan
Authorities of Brisbane and South Brisbane, which had also begun
to exercise town planning powers and to encourage cultural
activities. But smaller resources and larger areas forced the
suburban local authorities to concentrate on basic works and
services, such as the construction and maintenance of the streets,
bridges and storm water drainage, the operation of ferries, the
provision of parks and recreational facilities and the care of public
health, though many of them had also undertaken the distribution
of electricity by the early 1920s. Even so, in many instances, the
level of operation scarcely exceeded minimal requirements,
especially in the more distant suburbs.
As already indicated, city-wide functions were generally entrusted
to ad hoc bodies or government departments. For example, ad hoc
authorities of one kind or another were responsible for water, gas
and electricity supplY25, sewerage, street transport, fire protection
and cemetery administration. However, a government department
developed and controlled the Port of Brisbane, while another
constructed and operated the metropolitan railway system.
Eventually the control of traffic, fish marketing and main road
construction were also transferred to government departments.
Most of these authorities could draw on investible funds not so
readily available to the traditional local authorities. They also often
possessed special powers and usually had substantial and exclusive
sources of revenue. They therefore were generally better able to
perform their limited functions satisfactorily, even though the
resources at their command were insufficient to enable them to
provide irreproachable services and facilities.
Thus there were three salient and inter-related reasons for the
unsatisfactory character of the system of metropolitan government
which evolved between 1859 and 1924. First, inadequate financial
resources limited the activities of individual local and ad hoc
authorities from the outset. Secondly, their functional impotence
was increased by the problems created by the rapid growth of
Brisbane. Finally, the complex of local bodies, which emerged
with their differing areas, over-lapping functions, conflicting
jurisdictions, duplicate administrative systems, limited powers and
lack of technical and financial resources, proved incapable of
providing the integrated, efficient and economic munciipal
government needed.
The shortcomings of the system had become obvious during the
1890s and the solution which suggested itself to the Government
and those directly involved in metropolitan governmnet was the
amalgamation of local government areas within the citY26. It is not
surprising, therefore, that, in conformity with contemporary trends,
the creation of a 'Greater Brisbane' was believed to offer the best
hope for the rationalization of metropolitan government. To many,
the amalgamation of Brisbane and Booroodabin in 1903 represented
the first step towards the achievement of this goal. But experience
was to show that coercive legislative action was necessary to create
the civic union, which city and suburban local authorities proved
incapable or unwilling to consummate. Moreover, it became
increasingly obvious that a radically new approach to municipal
government was needed in Brisbane if popular and effective
metropolitan government was to be achieved. The Government,
by a process of trial and error, therefore framed a relatively simple,
yet comprehensive, city charter, which provided for the
dissolution of the system of multiple metropolitan authorities and
the creation of a compendious 'Greater Brisbane' City Council to
take its place27.
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areas and for the annexation of adjoining districts and the
Government almost invariably granted their wishes if the
proper procedures were followed. For a fuller discussion see
Greenwood and Laverty, op. cit. pp. 249-54.
The need for joint local authorities was recognized as early
as 1881 when the United Municipalities Act was passed
[45 Vic., No. 11], but more flexible legislation was required
in 1886 to provide for co-operation between local authorities
at all levels [The Local Authorities (Joint Action) Act of
1886, 50 Vic., No. 16].
Votes and Proceedings of the Legislative Assembly) 1896,
Vol. II. p. 525; "Report of the Local Government Com-
mission of 1896", s. 9, p. xxv. The superior category of
cities was added when the Local Authorities Act of 1902
was finally enacted as a gesture to Brisbane, Rockhampton
and Townsville.
For the details see Greenwood and Laverty, op. cit. pp.
252-4.
The City of Brisbane Enlargement Act of 1902 was enacted
to consummate the union and to facilitate future annexation
of adjacent local authority areas to the central city.
See Greenwood and Laverty, op. cit. pp. 263-74.
Ibid.) pp. 274-88.
The changes were implemented under the provisions of the
Local Authorities Acts Amendment Act of 1920 [11 Geo. V,
No. 11]. Ibid.) pp. 216-20, 296-303.
See ibid.) pp. 303-19 for further information.
For fuller details of municipal administration see ibid.) pp.
319-29.
Ibid.) pp. 329-35.
17.
~
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
Ibid.) pp. 274-88, 335-9.
Metropolitan-central government relationships are discussed
in some detail in Greenwood and Laverty, op. cit. pp.
341-52 and Laverty. - "Metropolitan and Central Govern-
ment in Queensland, 1859-1925"; in Questioning the Past.
Selection of Papers in History and Government. Brisbane,
Univ. of Queensland Press, forthcoming 1972.
Minutes of Brisbane City Council (Brisbane) , 1913-14.
pp. 56-7; Minutes of South Brisbane Council) 1921-2, pp.
187,297 and Queensland Parliamentary Debates) 1916-17,
Vol. CXXV. p. 2853.
For a detailed discussion of this problem see Greenwood
and Laverty, op. cit. pp. 121-8, 352-83.
Local Government) 1915-16. pp. 191-2 and 1918-19. p.20.
For details of the work of metropolitan authorities in
Brisbane see Greenwood and Laverty, op. cit. Chs 4 and 9.
The Brisbane Municipal Council's solution was a special
charter of municipal government for the city, designed to
clothe its civic authority with the powers and financial
resources needed to provide effective metropolitan govern-
ment. Under the circumstances, this was probably a pipe
dream, but a local body of this kind could have achieved
as much as, if not more than, the complex of local bodies,
which eventu~y emerged, and certainly would have been
more in consonance with local government in its fullest
sense.
Government endowment payments were particularly helpful
during the years 1876-1891, after which they trailed off.
Private companies produced all the electricity for the city
and also distributed the bulk of it to consumers.
For example, this was recommended by the Royal Com-
mission of 1896. p. xxiv; in Votes and Proceedings of the
Legislative Assembly) 1896, Vol. II. pp. 548-9.
See The City of Brisbane Act of 1924 [15 Geo. V, No. 32].
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